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CHICAGO

4“”*’/f/f1Tonight I would like to share some thoughts with you

concerning the future use of organized force, both in the
world as a whole'ahd as it relates to our own country.
Three tOplCS whlch seem pertlnent to me include: Flrst,

the general hlstorlcal trend in the use of organlzed force

:and where we stand todav relative to the long term trends.

powef for the decade or th ahead. And, Thlrd the status
of-the United States military today and some of the problems
it must overcome if it is to serve the'national purpose
successfully in the immediate future;' |
. Turning to an assessment of the evolution of force and
where we stand today, I would agree with Mr. Robert Osgood's
. perspective. He chafacterized the‘detelopment of military
technology from the pre-nation state era through the pre-
Napoleonic era as being a relatively limited fotce which
‘'was gradually harnessed and made somewhat useful>to the
»ewptyoniednetien states of(tbat day. From the Naooleonic__
Wars until the end of World War I, he traced the tremendous
expan51on of mllltary power coincident with the industrial
tevolution in Europe and the United States, an expansion
so great and so swift that pelitical institutions of the

_period were unable to exercise adequate controls.
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:: ' ;There‘wFre attempts by governments to reduce theicauses
_;’//////1' R ' : s o :
— of . \war before World War I, the Hague Conventions

of 1899 and 1207 being prominent examgles.
Between World‘Ware I and II we had even more efforts
to control'mllltarv force. The Kelloég—Briand Pact.re—
-nounced war as an lnstrument of statecraft. The widely
heralded Washlngton and London Naval Disarmament Treaties
\reducedvnaval strenoth emong all signafofies and
vﬁelntained a freeze on battleship tonnage for l5 yvears.
These efforts failed to prevent World War II. Which
: brings us to the epoch cormencing in_1945 in which we live,
a perlod characterized by Robert Osgood as the regulatory
phase in the evolution of force. The advent of nuclear
weapons resulted simultaneously in a tremeudous increase in
availaole destructive power and ever increasing efforts by
political institutions to achleue kontrol'over the new force.
: World War II seems in retros;ect to have beeh a con-
_flict relatively free of excessive'political control. The
trend since has been to ever greater political restrictions.'
on the use of force. To name but'a few outstandiﬁg examples
‘oheacan cite: (l) the Tfumen—MacAffhur showdown over Korea,
1(2) the establishment of cehtralized control in the Depart-
. ment of Defense, (3) thellessened reliance on the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in the decision making process, (4) the '
designation of individual bombing targets in North Vietnam

2
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from the White House on a day to day ba51s, (5) and, the
elaborate fail safe devlces and procedures devised to

control release of nuclear weapons.

‘'The Soviet Unlon also has demo;strated contlnulng '

-

: ‘concern with centralized political command and control:

(1] the manner in which/they'ﬁanipulated their forces in
e'the Cﬁben‘missile crisis, (2) the system by which'political
officers are assigned to parallel regular military command
down to the unit level, (3) the way in which they malntalned"
'51multaneous taetlcal control over all thelr/éaval units
deployved around the world duriné Exercise OKEAN; (4} Soviet
willingness to limit naval incidents et sea aﬁd len the
SALT agreements, all are'symptomatle of a trend which is
accelerating, at least in the developed countries and
especially in the suéerpowers: »

I do notAconteng that thie trend is anything but healthy
because it may well help to prevent accidental disaster
in the future. To be sure we have a long way te_go in
improving our command and control organieation and equip—'
_ment.__?he system has not always worked as 1ntended in the
.past. One might cite the Lavelle 1n01dent ~the Arnhelter;
iaffeir, or My Lai ee evidence that it hasn't worked well.
But I would contend that these are exceptions rather than
the rule. Furthermore,b the riere fact that they caﬁe to
llght at all 1s ev1dence of tremeQdous change in the scope

of control which is now >er01sed by tho United States body

E . .3
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- politic over rts.mllltary organlzatlons. Such.inoidents
would‘most likely not have come to 1lght at all- 30 years
ago, flrst because'mllltarv commanders had much greater
freedom of action in the fleld,/anl second because sub-

N ordinates would not so readily have taken the 1n1trat1ve'to
expose what they observed to the nation at large.v |
In short, civil government at least in the developed
natlons is beglnnlng to react to the tremendous growth in
military power which has characterized the past century and'
a half and is taking steps to place effective'controls on
organlzed force by both unilateral and multllateral means.
Which brings me to the second point whlch I should
‘kp +o discuss with you, that 1s; the present world order
and what demands this may generate for'Unlted Statesv
military force. General recognltlon by the superpowers that
there is rough nuolear parlty, and that this condition is
likely to continue for some‘time'in the future, conpled
fwith competing domestic regquirements, have ied to the current
atmosphere of detente. |
.Some observers look into the future and Wishfully see

. no. end to detente, hence no- need for forces. Some look

- ahead and see the ex15tence of forces as a temptatlon that

- will undo detente. Others look ahead and theorlze that the
. foundations of peace must rest on more enduring principles
than the fear of physical punishment, hence seek the elimie
nation of force and the threat of force'today. |

| \ 4 : :
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_/’//,/// “Still others v1ew detente as just a tacthal plov by
the Russians to galn the and access to Western technology.
e Even some Russians are cohvinced'of thls; We read just this
month.of nuclear physicist Andrel Sakharov \warnlng that
, fundamental Sovlet attitudes may no£ change. And, there are
dlsturblng reports that‘Chalrman Breshnev has toid his com-
'rades that detente is a tactic to be emoloved for a decade
or so, at which time the Sov1ets Wlll be strong enough to ’
abandon a policy of conc111atlon;
Sneaklng from the viewpoint of mllltarv profe551onals
who will have to be responsible for national security if

detente fails, it seems to me that:

° petente is a fragile thing which we all hope will

" continue to grow.
° If the existence of military force imperils detente,
an imbalanceXO£ force would be'partic;larly dangerous.
e In order to have .detente, each side must perceive a
- sense of security; In the present atmosphere, security
o will continue to consist of a series of recognized
;“(although mufed)ithreats thaf both sides feel willing
© and able-to counter. Iﬁ would be mere wishful‘think-
ing to conclude that threats no longer exist because
saber; are not rattled; but merely carried at the
ready.. | |
f Althouoh'I share the concern of manv that the

‘Soviets may be. using detente only as a short term

v Approved For Reiease 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2
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~—— tactic, we must giyeﬁdetente'a chance; The'task,of

N ‘mllltarv professronals,must be to advise the President,

\\\\\Ehe Congress, and the general publrc of the rrSKS'

e TS
S~

lnherent in each agreement whlch is gr0posed., We must
‘ - also Be'alert to the fact that security is not neces-
‘§§”§agrly sgnonymous~with&more weaponry.>1 I WOUld»hOPE’
L~ " that iﬁ time we:may also convince our éoviet col;eagues
© __that this is true.

o Detente will only be preserved if all parties come
to trust the word and intent” of the others through a
series of gradual mutual adjustments in armaments.
For the‘near term this mav mean retaining what is
obviously enough'power to devastate each side several

‘utimes over; because one or both sides may feel more
secure with a large margin of retaliatory capability.
We must understand that whereas the United States has

a tradltlon of geographic securltv, the Ru351an perceptlon
of securlty is profoundly 1nfluenced by a long hlstory of
being invaded from.both the East and the West;_ The Soviets

will perceive a requirement for a large military force for

the,foreseeable futurelin order to: |

° Deter China
. ° Police the East European satellites

o Insure gdoﬁestic security in a nation'composed.of
manu different nationalities

° Further the cause of their Marxist-Leninist ideology

. ~ i
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We must also realize thaf there is not the same
tradition of dislike for a large scanding army as‘in>our
country. Nor is there any possibility of meaningful public
dissent which would inhibit Soviet leadership from retalnlng
a éizeable military establishment.

| Thus;AI foresee United States military power as being

necessany in the next decade or two to provide strategic

balance in three areas.

Flrst, we must by a careful comblnatlon of treatles,
protocols, and strateglc nuc1ear forces; malntaln a rough
‘balance among all the nuclear powers; Contrary to the
hopes of manv; this is not llkelv to lead to general and
_complete disarmament; rather ;t will be a continuing efforf,
-hopefully'multilateral; to e%ercise control over a fluc-

tuating level of strategic armaments. This effort will be

. complicated by the continuing development 6f new weapons

technology; possibly addition of new members to the nuclear
-club; and continuing shifts in relative economic power and
polifical alignment among all netion stanes.

Raﬁher than accepting agreement limiting one or‘tno
Ltypes of armament as e-rationale for drastic_cutbacks in

all types of military forces, we must continue to proceed

carefully toward arms limitations covering all types of

weapons. Simultaneouslv, we must maintain the forces we do

have at a high state of combat readiness and pursue a steady
program of research and development, and modernization of

weapons systems to counter potentiel threats.
Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2
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- Our goal should be to achieve as many freezes as we

~4’CEH/;;;Otiate on expensivenew systems such as ABM. L

stroagl§ believe:that'it'is ‘impossible to prevent new
teoﬁnological-discoreries Ey'legislation,:but we’can control
the. application of new teohhology'to weapons systems by
mutual agreement among natlons. This makes it imperative’
that we have a well‘managed ongorng Research and Development
program fand demonstrate a w1lllngness to proceed w1th new
weapons programs until we'can reach speciflc agreements with
 other nations. We must learn from-the mistakes of the
1230's and resolve not only to seek agreement on as many
political and military issues as we'can;vbut also to com-
pete effectively in those areas where there is yet no arms
limitation agreement. This is in eSseﬁce the "bargaining-
chip" strategy which we are currently trying to implement.
I see no 1mmed1ate alternatlve to the strategy of

mutual assured destruction Wthh is the precent basms for

strategic deterrence. I should like to emphasize that

-mutual assured destruction need not necessarily be‘a
strategy aimed at c1v1llan populatlons.

|  In. order to supplant mutual assured.oeetructloa;‘a:.
successor strategy must contain built in positive incentives
to dissuade any party from attacking the territory of the

others. One solution to our current dilemma might be to so
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~tﬁoroughly intermingle the economic interests of each

nation'state.within ththerritorv of the'others that there
wouldﬁpe»a mutual self lnterest in hot destroylng the others’
«w;roperty: lhls raises aueStrons of relations between-multi—
natlonal economic 1nstltutrons and national soverelgnlty.
) Such a plap would also require juxtap051tlon of strateglc
\\Weapons svstems and economlc complexes, at least in. the
) nltlal stages; in oxder to preclude either 51de from opting’
for a counter-force strategy. Perhaps someday a meldlng of
economic interests will provide a strong incentive for

nation states to desist from threatenlng one another. However,

I am not optimistic that it will occur in the next decade.

Therefore, our first concern must be to malntaln nuclear

parity.
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The‘gecondruse for United States militarv férces.must

- o ;
,be to contrlbute to the strategic balance in Western Europe. iThis:

does not necessarily mean that the‘present force levels and the.A{A
nature of weapons deployed must remain fixed in their cur- ‘
rent status. .

Since the early 196QFs; the United States has sub-
scribed . to a- strategv of flexrble response to possrble Soviet
1ncur51ons against NATO European territory. We have. |
advocated that sufficient conventional forces be deployedzby ;
all the NATO allies to érovide'for a breathing spell between
the flrst incursion by Warsaw Pact forces and the time when
it might become necessary to esqalate 'to nuclear war; Our
allies have reluctantly agreed to this strategvvand have
euntrlbhted c“.bstantlallv to conventional fu.ces in LuLuuc;
We in turn have attempted to prov1de a capabilitv for our
militarv to fight a sustained campalgn'in Central Europe
4by building a force with a heavy emphasis on logistic

" support.

There are several reasons why this strategy-"

be carefully reevaluated: ‘ ' ;

"~ ° The Soviets have not designed a force for prolonged

struggle. Rather, theyvy have emphasized'the capability

for a short massive blow which could not be sustained
very long because their lcgistics train is inadequate.

for the task.

10
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”‘d;,//f/SfTOur allies have designed forces with a potential

for perhaps.more sustained combat than the Warsaw Pactb
 but certainlf not for a prolonged conventional war.

o If we attempt to afford the dollars to support a.

sustained’conventional war fighting capability in

Central Europe there Will be‘little else in our inventory

of military capability. |

‘0 The Soviets are unlikely to attenpt'such-a war

because of the danger of escalatlon, because of the threat
- of Chlna and because of their trouble retaining tight

controls on their current East European satellites. They

are more interested in exercising a larger measure of

political influence over. western Eurooe than in conguering

it and having to control it like the eastern satellites.

For these reasons we may find it advantageous to:

‘_° Bargain together with our Allles for Mutual Balanced
Force Reduction (MBFR); perhaps dlfflcult.to achieve
because of Soviet requirements for internal security.

1.° Restructure our forces in Europe with greater emnha31s
on defen51ve weapons, smaller more mobile unlts, and |

' redeployment within Europe based on the realities of the
‘terrain rather than artiflcial constraints such as
national boundaries and historical accident resulting
from World War II.

_ ° Reduce the logistic tail'necessary for a long con-
ventional war and increase the ratio of combat troops

vis—-a-vis support troo in e. We
Approved For Release 2003/04}?I8 CIA- RDP8 B01554R0
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N . consider frequent unit xotation between Europe and

_the United States,ae e.substLtute for the:lehgthy
~individual tours with the lafge'number of dependents AE
whieh’cheracterize preSenttdepleyments;

° Plan en rapid small‘unie replacement and reinforcement

! from the United States in the event of hostilities or

inéreased teneion; rather than individual replacement

ae.ie presently contemplated. |

The mission of United States forces committed to Europe"
will most llkelv evolve from one of flghtlng a sustained
confllct to that of suoportlng Western Europe ‘against pOll—
t;cal pressure from the Soviets and maintaining a capability
to fight a short; perhaps unexpected defensive war ageinst
powerful but short-legged offensive forces. o

- A thlrd use of United States military force will be to
deter major power dominance in the Third World. Only the

-Uniﬁed States can péfferm this function. Thus there is some

rationalization of effort here with our European allies carry-
ing a larger share of the central front load; and we tending to
the free world's interests around the globe. ‘Note that I did
not say thet we %hould police tﬁe Third World. Uhited States
interests will best be served for the foreeeeable future if
Third World nations are permitted the freedom to work

-out their own destinies. Unfortunately, they may not be

left alone simply because the Unlted States may choose to

~'withdraw forces. The Soviet Union's naval building program,

: A 12
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“coupled with lts radical change in deployment patterns over

the past decade, the many statements by their CNO Admlral

Corshkov, and their interest in obtalnlng basing and logistics

support facilities in strategic locations, all point to new

Soviet awareness of the persuasive powexr of military presence.

Even though the United States will be less likely to

use overt force in Third World areas, the capability for a

counter preSenceiwill be necessary. Without a reasonable
countervailing capability on our part, we can expect Third
World nations to succumb to military pressures. For
example, one_might,reasonably‘speculate as to whether or
not Egyptian President Sadat would have been able to ask

the Soviets to remove their "advisors" and combat forces

_ from Egyptian territory if the United State. 5th Fleet

had not been present in the Mediterranean Sea. ' Even though

the United States is not a formal ally of Egypt our visible

military force on the scene might well have been the latent
potential support which permitted ‘him to take the action he v
did.' No matter what some people say, our 1nterests overseas are

growing not declining. We are 1ncrea51ngly dependent

-on imports. That in turn means that we must export more.

In additlon, despite what some of our eastern press

would have us believe, I am confident that the people

of this country Willrnot turn ,heir backs on the
contribution that our example and support can give to those

struggling for what we accept as our heritage.
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I foresee an evolution in the nature of United States

”//Efgsence overseas. This does not imply complete withdrawal

of United States forcee'from areas where'they have_maintained
a preSence since World War IL. Over a prolonged period it
may mean reolaCLng presence in force wrﬂdtoken\presence
backed bv the capabllltv to rapldlv deploy relnforcements
from the United States lf c1rcumstances reoulre it. Nor does
Sit lmplv that overt use of United States forces must be the
rule; Presence may be sufficient to the task if our 1nterests ,
and our'yili to
persevere is credlble. Hopefully such a strategy will in-
duce abstension on the part of-the major powers and dis-
courage adventurism on the part of Third World nations
themselves-, either of which conld be dangerously escalatory.
- To review, then% I foresee three uses for United States
military forces in the next two decades; FlISt stfategic
. nuclear forces must;oalance'potential enemies in order to
deter nuclear war."éecona; conventional general purpose
forces must be sufficient to provide that tyoe and size of.
contribution to NATO defenses which.will buttfeSs our allies -
from accedlng to pressures from the Sov1et Unlonjlncludlng
any efforts to use their new naval power as a wedge against
nations on the NATO flanks. or for that matter against f44

i
DA

Japanese in the Pacific
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jt:Third; we need suffioient_general purpose forces to deter
”major power dominanc;\' the Third World and protect United
Sgates interests abroad. We need not'match potential

'&M oppo;eari rneasure for'measﬁredbut we maat demonstratera

continual willingness to‘maintain a sufriciently broad

'\epectrUm“of capabilitieé so as to make overt use of force

. Seem Very riskf to an adversarvrv Once force is actually |

~

emgloyed in the future it will lose much of its persua51ve-
power. Furthermore, desplte the trend /I mentloned earller
:therevls always a danger that forces 1n{war will be less
'susceptable'to political control. This makes it even more
important that our military organization and our diplomatio
pronouncemenﬁs are.credible so that we need resort to
combat only rarely; Latent force Qill be the most useful
weapon'in-the decade ahead. ‘
This brings me to the third topic I should like to
" touch upon this evening. That is some of the problems which
the‘United States military must deal with in the‘next few
Years.v As I indioated earlier the principal task of United
4 States military forces shoqld begdeterrence; This demands
that the military profession relook at ﬁow we shape.and
.Aemploy our military in 1ight of the changing perils of force
‘ and aspirations of many people to avoid its use. We must
be more concerned with perceptions of the opoonent than we

have in the past, while at the same time being careful not

15
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| ' . : . '
to }negleCt;the force requ1rements.whlch,would be necessarv

should hostilities actually 0ccur;f In the past feW‘years,

we have.used a set of possible war scenarlos as justlfl—

- cation for structurlnq our forces; We have tended to pick .
the worst case as criteria for force and individual weapons
de51gn and assumed that preparing for a worst case automati-
cally gave us the capabllltv to handle less demandlng wars

'elsewhere in the world “Vietnam taught us the danger of
this approach. The Navy is consciousl§ endeavoring tov
achieve a more balanced force consrstlng of a few very capa—
ble and relatlvelv expen31ve units together with a somewhat

: larger number of units which arp less costly yet still

capable of performing a spectrum of tasks; particularly in

~areas wilere the threat is not as large as 2t is in‘tne worst
case“scenario: Absence of a clearly defined threat scenario
such as we have had for the Cold War period will make it

“much more difficuthto predict futﬁre'force level require-

ments: | |

"Assuming that we can learn to cope with this‘more

difficult task of identifyving and explaining reguirements

- for latent military force we face an increasingly difficult
task in convincing the Congress and the publlc-of our long

- term requirements. The general public would like to forget
Vietnam and the mllltarv and concentrate on domestic problems.
Unfortunatelv, it requires 7 to 10 yvears to produce soohlstl—
cated weapons, so the mllltar\_f must procur‘e in time of peace
what it mav need in war.

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2

16



.

- PR Y

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA RDP80801554R003600130001 -2

In addition to problems involving hardware modernlzatlon
whichftend to receive‘the greatest publlclty, all the services
face unprecedented personhel p£§51éms. Vietnam bropéht_us |
the'oppdrtunities of a stable well paid all volunteer:force,
but the disadvantages of havihé to compete in the“market—
place for talented people. . _

| I thlnk it is safe to say that there w1ll have to be a
,serles of adjustments, some dramatlc; over the next several
years to tailor the compensatlon programs; terms of enllst—
- ment; and recru1t1ng programs to meet the spec1al needs of
each service. For example; the Army has had diffi-
cultv meeting its recrultlng goals for the past six monthe.'rf
On the other hand the Air Force more than met its goal in
July and the Navy was very close to its goal. Each service
"may evolve radically Qifferent programs to cerrect such
imbalanees.
We in the militar; will be challenged t6 retain our .
most talented men and women. ‘Perhape one answer might be to
offet young people the opportunity to eontraet hefore they
commence military service for a decade of military service

in exchange for graduate level éducation. This medium term of

service would provide educational advantage to our vouth and

- prxovide the services with highly trained individuals without
committing either party to a long term contract. The service

would not be burdened with an excess of people who must be

17
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- —retainéd until statutqry retirement. . The individual would
\ . . .

~“be assured of a marketable skill to peride him with job

H

secgflty when his service contract explred A similar progrém

could be instituted to obtain the technical skills-needed in the:

enllsted ranks.

T There are many other;manpower‘nanagement.questlons
Whlch Wlll reguire some in depth studv accompanled by much

"trlal and error experlmentatlon; Many of our current

'_Operatlng.procedures and equ1pment deSLgns need reevaluation
in view of the fact that men are:now much less a free_good
thén they were only three vears ago. The milifary can
learn a é;eat deai from civilian industry and the'ecademicv
world; I am eure: In order to facilitate tranefer of ideas

- we might want to develop prbérams to accept civilians into
the miiitary at their mid-career points for limited periods
of'service or even‘fer the remainder of their productiﬁe
yeare. I do not rule out the possibility of accepting

. individuals into the services at the flag'aﬂd general officer
levei if they have specific skills that are tequired;

Naturally, there will be some problems with job security

_ and fetirement benefits, but these questions are'of concern

.to the nation at large. Wejare all going to have to come to

. grips with the problem of providing vested retirement credits

to a mobile work force.

18
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I would the to pIOVlde ample ooportunltv for questlons
fd/’§//i w1ll close my formal remarks bv aulcklv rev1ew1ng three
major DOlntS which I hope vou will consider carefullv*
EEEEE." mllltarv force must be and will be subjected tc
Tuch more comprehensive’political control in the'future.
This control to be effeCtive’will demand a more'enliéhtened,
. continuous, less emotlonal pubch interest in the problems
of military security than we have‘expefienced.in this centu:y;
Second - the level of military forces will not revert to
what we knew in the 1930's becaueergeography is no ionger |
- our defensive'shield; We will be required to maintain forces
which complementAthose of other nations and supplement a
system ?f arms agreements which may grow more and more
- _
- comprehensive. Many forces}will be aesigned and deployed
primarilv to deter war rather fhan primarily to engage ip
~actual eﬁstained combat. Latent force will be a -much morez

powerful influence than overt force.

. " Third - social change, coupled with the requirement for

substantial active dutv military forces and a ready reserve
will place unprecedent demands for talented military personnel

‘at a time when military service is less popular than ever.

- We who now hold the top management positions in the uniformed

services are continually exploring new ways to attract and
keep good people working with us. '

19
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Krasnik
Purpose - keep young men/women military career feeling married
to a curse.
Have ichallenges - makes stimulating
Grateful IUS exists and grateful participate
Seriou;‘discussion way solve problemé
Discuss consider principal problem
Defiﬁe purpose - mission ’ |
Start recognizing utility diminishgd for‘political purpose
4 reasons °
1. Most Obvious nuclear parity
Super power confrontation too dangérous
Same for major allies of super power
2. Major power, operating under US type ground rules,
could not achieve politicél advantage in small
country with large military force,
| Vietnam
Because - limited wér vs, total war
- Tech supplied to minor poWer sufficient
To seriously complicate fighting
3. Greater interest in economic welfare than political
conguest
| Politicians concerned wit?émproving
domestic standard of living over
yesterday - not being better than Japanese,

British, etc. Leads to commonality of interests.
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because economic game_not zero - sum
4.,Westerﬁ wo:ld‘acceptability déwnv;'
.Commuhications - séhse of world.community
Communications - humanitarianism'juices'up -
Popularity word detente
lv,’ Not overdo -
| 3rd World
Lesser developed
Focus - underdeveloped -
Dangers -
1) Super power involvement
2) Major power
dominance ~ surrogate or direct power |
Raw materials
3 missions ‘ D -
1. Strategic nuclear deterrence
2. Military balance W. Europe
Non-mil deter Soviets
Reassure allies - linkage
3. Military balance 3rd World
Deter adventurism major power
Contain conflicts
Common characteristic
Deterrence emphasis -
Vice defenée or war fighting.

If this is a new thrust - cause problems

Mention 3
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1. Design military forces for deterrence
Define
(Deterrence~ Discourage enemy by confronting with

e, S
unacceptable risks,:ie$2ﬁ» work on enemy

“intentions)

(Deﬁense - Reducing our cost and risk~in event deterrence

Proverbial to say that because intentions can change
qﬁickly, we musﬁgplan based on eﬁemy-?apabilities,
That is rapidly becoming unhelpful response,
Technology has pushed costshweapons sd high,
we have only two choices if we plah against enemy
capabilities - a defense force:
1) Limit the areas which we are prepared to defend -
| probably to Eurdpe_
2) Only be partially prepared for worldwide defense

requirements.

Whichever choice we make, we are in effect estimating

‘intentions - that is we estimate either that Europe is

%ﬁ; primary threat area or we estimate that we can take
a chance by having inadequate air defense forces, sea
control forces, anti-tank forces or something else that
we require to be prepared on all fronts

In essence this is part of the difficult time we are
having in acknowledging that the power of the United

Stétes is indeed limited.
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Really we are hoping that our forcé structure will

somehow be adequate if we must defend, even if define

threat downward

Should we;not give more attention to the requirements of
- ' biﬁ‘:g uziﬁ". ‘ : :

deterring conflict?# Our Géisfficuld primary force

sizing technique is thesianalysis of tactical warfighting

in specific scenarios, deterrence is less amenable to

scenario definition or to analysis.

-

This is because i?&art deter is perceptions - number

-

1. Soviets
2. 3rd expéct Sov help
3. 3rd
4. Combo
We don't know much of impact mil force on perceptions
Navy - gunboat }
Nearest - Largest
Credible ~ applicable
, Supersonic vs Airborne
Mil - Intell |
Need study operative factorsvmil pfesence.
2.:If deterrence more difficult_define more difficult sell
Congress - public
If talk - deterrence as balance - stabilizing vice defense-
superiority - need less - get less

Euphoria of detente

Fragi® - careful not appear want it to fail.
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Study detente
Particularly ffagile if let imbaiance develop -
Could not fisk |
Would not forsake advantage
Containment
. Recognize asymmetries in U.S. Soviét approach to detent
1l. Double detente
2. Soviet Force needs China, E Europe - Domestic
Forces Soviets maintain will be percei&ed as
threat .

For moment, no reason believe won't exercise.

threat e.g., Naval buil%gigl?%rceived threat
@/E% = .

st i SR ey,

not perceivégfg§§?ﬁﬁzii;étuals
Japan
Norway .
Still sfuck on scenarios and énalyses
Need study relationship mil ‘threat andg pol/econ

Touch lightly

¢

3. Less Utility ~ More difficult explain purpose -
Attract young men and women

O s
Issue: How fpr sacrifice standards, procedures to accomodate to

society
Make more attractive?
Must look at fundamentals

Eh@erficial proposal require M.A. for LCOL’
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By #'s - flower/roots

Instead - look what separates us -~ exclusiveness -

Housing
PX
Commissaries

' Hdspitals |

Sense of dedicated career vs job

Lateral movement Flag

" Job Coding for'transferability
Less indentured servitude

Greater intellectual contact with civilfan academics -

don't add layer
Abolish Academiffs, PG, wC, pDP
Rather scoff domestic action contaminating

society - increasewcontaminate military
Need study what essential - descipline , auth
Flogging

McMahon
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CHICAGO SPEECH

I'd like to discuss what I*é;nsider to be the principle
problem facing the military today; how to define our purpose
or mission. I believe we should start by recognizing the diminish-
ing utility of military force as a means of furthering political
purpose. There are four reasons for this. The first and most

obvious is the advent of nuclear weapons, and in particular

the | Soviet "achievement of nuclear parity with the U.S. .
It is simply out of the question for the super powers to
consider resolving their differences with military force. Nor
should any of the major allies of the super powers consider
using either conventional or nuclear force to solve their
problems.

Secondly, both Korea and Vietnam have taught us the very
real limitations on the ability of a major military power to
exercise its will over a minor power through use of military
force. 1In part this is because the major’ power is almost
always fighting a limited war for limited objectives, whereas
the minor power is§ fighting a total war for survival. Further
with the dispersal of technology a small power can obtain
enough sophisticated equipment and learn enough about its
operation to give a major power a very difficult time.

Thirdly, today the powers of the world are becoming more
concerned with improvement of their economic position rather

of their political position. Politicians are concerned with
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a steady improvement of the country's standard of living, not
with comparison to the standards of country X or country Y.
Thus military force is less applicable to furthering economic
issues in what is a non-zero sum game.

Fourthly, within the Western world at least, the accepta-
bility of the use of military force has declined. With instant
world wide communications, there is a greater sense of

world community today. There is also a greater appreciation

of the horrors of war and a professed3humani£§riahism. Oout of
this, in part, comes the popularity of the word detente.

We do not want to overdo this concept of diminishing
utility of military force. Many countries in the world still

feel that they can benefit from the use of force. Many others

feel insecure under the threat of force. Théy have only to

look at the Middle East situation, the continuing strife in
Cambodia, the India-Pakistan conflict, and many other small
conflicts in recent years. These conflicts seem to focus on
the lesser developed countries of the Third World, Israel,
Pakistan, India and Indonesia, etc., rather than the very
underdeveloped countries. The major powers have considerable
interest in these potential conflicts. On the one hand, there
is always the danger that they will lead to super power
involvement. The Middle East situation is a classic example.
On the other hand the United States does not want another
major power obtaining dominance in some area of the third

world through the use of either direct or surrogate military
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power. The major powers are becoming increasingly dependent
upon the import of raw materials from these areas and all
would be concerned at such a development.

From this there seem to me to be three missions which
are likely to dominate military force planning in the decade
ahead. The first is obviously the maintenance of sStrategic
nuclear deterrence. It appears to me that we must consider
alternatives to mutual assured destruction. In many ways this
concept is responsible for the apathy or sense of opposition
on the part of the citizenry toward military forces.

A second mission is the maintenance of a military balance

in Western Europe. The political and economic factors are now

of greater importance than military in deterring an actual
Soviet invasion of Western Europe. The use of our military
forces, however, is of considerable importance in reassuring
our Western European allies that there is a linkage between
our nuclear power and their vulnerability to invade.

Thirdly, we need to maintain some form of military balance
in the Third World. We want to be able to deter adventurism
by major powers and to contain conflicts which may develop
between Third World powers themselves.

The common characteristic in these three missions is an
emphasis on deterrence vice defense or warfighting. If this
is in fact a new thrust in United States military force planning
there are at least three substantial problems which we must

be prepared to face.

3
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First, it is difficult for the uniformed military to
design its forces for deterrence rather than defense. By
deterrence, I mean forces which will discourage an enemy by
confronting him with unacceptable risks. Here, we are working
with the enemy's intentions. By defense, I mean reducing
our cost and risk in the event deterrence fails. Now we
are working against the enemy's capability. The proverbial
response that because enemy intentions can change quickly we
must base our plans on enemy capabilities is in my view rapidly
becoming unhelpful. Technology has pushed the costs of
weapons so high that we have only two choices if we plan
against enemy capability by developing a defense force. The
first is to limit the areas in which we are prepared to
defend, problably in Western Europe. The second, is to be
only partially prepared for world wide defense requirements.

Whichever choice we make we are, in effect, estimating intentions.

We are estimating either that Europe is a primary threat area

or that we can take a chance with 'inadequate air defense forces,
sea control forces, anti-tank forces, or something else that

we do require to be prepared on all fronts. In essence this

is part of the difficulty we are having in acknowledging the
limited power of the United States. Really we are hoping

that our force structure will somehow be adequate if we must
defend. Sometimes, however, we find we have to redefine the
thread downward in order to be reassured. Should we not give

more attention to the requirements of deterring conflict?
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For those of us in uniform this is difficult because our
primary force sizing technique is the analysis of tactical
warfighting in specific scenarios. Deterrence is less amenable
to scenario definition or to analysis. This is true in part
because deterrence relies on perceptions, and there are a
number of perceptions we must consider.

One of these is the perceptions of the Soviets. Second,
we must consider perceptions of a Third World power which
hopes to be given assistance by the Soviets. In this case,
the perception by the Third World country of the relative
balance between us and the Soviets and our relative ability
to bring force to bear on the situation is important. This
perception may, in fact, be quite different from the Soviet
or U.S. perception of the same situation. A Third situation
is when third world countries simply must look at what we can
do to them without any Soviet interference. Of course, it's
possible that several of these perceptions may be working at
the same time. Unfortunately, we do not know much about
the impact of military force on perceptions like this. 1In
the Navy for instance there is always a tendency when called

upon for gunboat diplomacy to send the nearest ship. If there

is a choice it isgalways in favor ofEthe largest and most
powerful ship. Yet there are times when the largest and most
powerful is not the most credible or the most applicable to

that particular situation. Supersonic airplanes are likely

5
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to be a small threat to a very underdeveloped nation whereas
a marine helicopter assualt on the capital of a country may

be very meaningful indeed. Overall, we need considerably

more study on the operative factors of military presence or

deterrence.

Second if deterrence is more difficult to define or
difficult to understand than warfighting and defense we
are going to have a greater problém selling this program to
the Congress and the public. If we talk of deterrence in terms
of balance or in Morris' words "stabilizing," rather than
in terms of defense and superiority, the obvious conclusion
will be that we need less. If we ask for less we will
probably get:much less. The best bureaucratic strategy may
well be to continue to play up the threat and ask for forces
for warfighting capability in the hope that we will have
enough for a deterrent strategy.

There is great danger today in the euphoria of detente

which pervades in the Congress. After sitting though three days

of Pacem in Terris  with Congressmen, intellectuals, businessmen
and others of stature in the communities, I can assure you
that there is a lot of sloppy euphoric thinking about the
term "detente." Detente is, in face, a fragile thing.
Coming down here on the airplane yesterday I was reading
a column in the Washington Post, which states "detente is finished".

On September 27th the Soviet Union knew what day and the fact

6
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that the Arabs were going to attack Israel, They did not

tell us and therefore they have betrayed detente. I believe
the author of that column to be taking an over simplistic
view of idealized detente. He is making no allowance for the
constantly changing nature of detente. It is a progression
forward and sometimes backward in time into a state of trust
and confidence. Our présent stage of detente is nowhere near
the kind of trust and confidence which permits us to reveal
that sort of information.

We need to study and probe into the meaning of detente.
If an imbalance in military force (conventional and strategic)
develops between us and the Soviet Union in particular, we will
not have detente. If either of our countries felt vulnerable
to attack by the other, we could not risk detente. Similarly,
if either of us felt we had a marked military advantage over
the other, I suggest that we would not be likely to forsake
it. History has not shown many cases of countries forsaking

an advantage over a rival. I believe this though I consider

the U.S. the most magnanimous country in the history of the
world, one that when it possessed a monopoly of nuclear weapons
for five years or so pressed for a policy of containment not
detente.

We must now recognize the assymmetries that exist in the
U.S. and Soviet approaches to detente. I believe that one
of the reasons the Soviet Union, Red China, and the U.S. have

agreed to detente was that all three of us did not want to have

7
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opponents on two fronts. But instead of us each dropping one
opponent and keeping one in a trianglar situation we now have
double detente. I think that is going to have an impact on
the attitudes in our country and in the Soviet Union towards
detente.

Further the Soviets have different needs for military forces.
IfT Were a Soviet military leader I would be very genuinely
reluctant to reduce my forces when I considered my responsibilities
on the eastern front. If I were a Svoiet military leader I
would be equally reluctant when I thought of my responsibilities
in the eastern European nations. If I were a’Soviet political
leader I would be reluctant to have military forces reduced
too much, due to a tradition in history of using force to

preserve domestic order and security. After all, the Soeviet

“have not the tradition%of'anti—militarism we inherited from
our founding fathers. |

As an aside, I also see no reason to believe that the
Soviets will not excerise the force they have to threaten
other people. They are clearly building up their Navy to a
far greater extent than their legimate requirement. Even if
they do not purposely exercise force their possession of
forces for these three legimate purposes will be perceived as
a threat by many other nations. I suggest here again that we
in our community need to do more thinking about perceived

threats.
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A few days ago I was talking with an academic civilian
involved in a study on Japanese security requirements. In-
evitably and very quickly we were in conversation about the
very long jugular from the Persian Gulf to Japan. I said,
"what would you have the Japanese do." And he said that it
was so long, so difficult to defend, that there is no point
in their building naval forces to protect it. I suggest
this is a misunderstanding of perceptions of military power.
There is a major difference between a zero degree threshold
at which another power can exercise threat with military
force against one of your vitals and a 10, 20, or 30 percent
capability. I may be wrong but I think we need to be sure that
we understand more about the perceptions of threat, how they
affect political and economic decisions of countries.

While in Europe a few weeks ago, I read in the British
newspapers that the Norwegians have discovered oil in their
coastal waters, their own territorial waters. But the
Norwegians have come to feel that the Norwegian Sea is a
Soviet lake; so they have elected to develop those o0il fields

only in the very southern part of their coast line.

Lastly, I would like to touch very briefly (because I have

run overtime and also because there are many of you here who
are far more expert in this field than I) on the problem we
will have explaining the purpose of a military force which has
less utility today. Recruiting and retaining the young men

and women necessary to man our forces will be more difficult.
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I think the most interesting issue is; how much do we need

to sacrifice our standards, our procedures, our traditions,

our practices in order to accommodate to our society. How
much do we need to do to make military life more compatible
with that which young people enjoy in civilian society. Here
we must really examine fundamentals.

Today, I was disappointed in what I consider a very super-
ficial proposal for bringing the military into harmony with
civilian society; to ensure that every Lieutenant Colonel has
a civilian master's degree. To me this is a by-the-numbers-
approach. We will succeed only in watering the buds, and
would not feed the roots. Instead I think we must look at
what separateSus in the military from the civilian society.
The principal thing is the sense of exclusiveness, which has
been and still is very important. Although it is one of those
morale items which builds esprit can we afford it? Can we
afford housing on the bases or should we give it to the
civilians? Can we afford PX's, commissaries, and hospitals
for our dependents? Can we give vyoung people the sense of
coming into a dedicated career when they join the military
rather than taking another job ? All of us who made it a career
and love the military are proud of our profession. We like
feeling that we are an elite and distinct profession. But if

we want to be closer to the civilian society can we afford the

elitism?

© 10
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Must we provide for greater Jateral movement, out and in.
Two weeks ago I talked to a groj; of civilian businessmen and
Suggested we permit lateral entyy‘even at flag and general
rank. A lot of hands went up and volunteered. I told how
much I got paid and most of them came down.

In this same connection, should we consider coding our
jobs in the military to bring them into line with those in
civilian life. If we provide a greater transferability, a young
man need not hasten out of the military to ensure that he is

going to be able to establish and qualify himself for a job

in civilian life. Should we have less 'indentured servitude?

Perhaps we should require only 18 months of military service,
as I understand the British do.

If we need greater intellectual contact between military
officers and civilian academics, we need not add another layer
of unnecessary education. We should consider abolishing the
service academies, post graduate schools, and even the war
colleges and putting that education into civilian .institutions.
Perhaps we should also look for a mandatory program for officers
being promoted to LCOL and perhaps enlisted men to Gunnery
Sergeant in which they would take a year off from the military
service to work in civilian industry in some corresponding job.
Finally rather than scoffing at domestic action as did some
people who fear we may contaminate society, perhaps we should
increase domestic action programs and contaminate the military

with civilian mores.

11
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Overall I believe we need to study what isessential. to

maintaining order and discipline in the military to achieve
a better understanding of which of our traditions and practices

can be abandoned and which must be preserved.

12
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CHICAGO

Tonight I would like to share some thoughts with you
cOncerning the future use of organized force; both in the
world as a whole and as it rélates to our own country.
Three topics which seém pertinent to me include: .EEEEE;
the'general historical trend in the use of organized force

and where we stand today relative to the long term trends.

“Second, the present state of world political order and what
this portends for the employment of United States military
of the United States military today and some of the problems
it must overcome if it is to serve the national purpose
successfully in the immediate future;

Turning to an assessment of the evolution of force and
where we stand today, I would agree with Mr. Robert Osgood's
perspective. He characterized the development of military
technology from the pre-nation state era through the pre-
Napoleonic era as being a relatively limited force which
was gradually harnessed and made somewhat useful to the
embryonic nation states of that day. From the Napoleonic
Wars until the end of World War I, he traced the tremendous
expansion of military power coincident with the industrial
revolution in Europe and the United States; an expansion

so great and so swift that political institutions of the

1 .
‘period were unable to exercise adequate controls.

i " et S e e I
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There were attempts by govermments to reduce the: causes

of war before World War I, the Hague Conventions

of 1899 and 1907 being prominent examples.

Between World Waré T and IT we had even more efforts
to control military forcé. The Kellogg-Briand Pact re-
nounced war és an instrumeﬂt of statecraft; The widely
heralded Washington and London Naval Disarmament Treaties

_---—”’~—’~\reduced naval strength among all signatories and
maintained a freeze on battleship tonnage for 15 years.
These efforts failed to prevent World War II. Which
brings us to the epoch commencing in 1945 in which we live,
a period characterized by Robert Osgood as the regulatory
phase in the evolution of force; The advent of nuclear
weapons resulted simultaneously in a tremendous increase in
available destructive power and ever increasing efforts by
political institutions to:;ﬁﬁz;;;”control over the new force.
World War II seems in retrospect to have been a con-
flict relatively free of excessive political control. The
trend since has been to ever greater political restrictions
on the use of force. To name but a few outstanding examples

one can cite: (1) the Truman-MacArthur showdown over Korea,

(2) the establishment of centralized control in the Depart-

ment of Defense, (3) the 1lessened reliance on the Joint Chiefs

of Staff in the decision making process, (4) the:

designation- of individual bombing targets in North Vietnam

2
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from the White House on a day to day basis, (5) and, the
elaborate fail safe'deViceé’and procedures devised to
control release of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Unioh aléo haé démonstrated continuing
concern with centralized political command and control:
(1) the manner in whichﬁthey'manipulated their forces in
the Cuban missile crisis, (2) the system by which political
officers are assigned to parallel regular military command
down to the unit level; (3) the way in which they maintained
simultaneous tactical control over all their naval units
deployed around the world during Ekercise OKEAN, (4) Soviet
willingness to limit naval incidents at sea and sign the

SALT agreements, all are symptomatic of a trend which is

accelerating, at least in the developed countries and

especially in the superpowers.

I do not contend that this trend is anything but healthy

because it may well help to prevent accidental disaster

in the future. To be sure we have a long way to go in

improving our command and control organization and equip-

ment. The system has not always worked as intended in the
_—

past. One might cite the Lavelle incident, the Arnheiter

affair, or My Lai as evidence that it hasn't worked well.

But I would contend that these are exceptions rather than

the rule . Furthermore, 'the mere fact that they came to
light at all is evidence of tremendous change in the scope

of control which is now exercised by the United States body

3
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politic over its military Q;ganizatiqns. Such incidents
would mbst likely not have come to light at all 30 years
ago, first becéuée military commanders had much greater
freedom of action in the field, and second because sub-

ordinates would not so readily have taken the initiative to

expose what they observed to the nation at large.

In shOrt; civil government at least in the developed
nations is beginning to react to the tremendous growth in
military power which has characterized the past century and
a half and is taking steps to place effective controls on
organized force by both unilateral and multilateral means.

Which brings me to the second point which I should
like to discuss with you, that is; the present world ordexr
and what demands this may generate for United States
military force; General recognition by the superpowers that
there is rough nuclear parity; and that this condition is
likely to continue for some time in the future, coupled
with competing domestic requirements, have led to the current
atmosphere of detente.

Some observers look into the future and wishfully see
no end to detente, hence no need for forces. Some look
ahead and see the existence of forces as a temptation that
will undo detente. Others look ahead and theorize that the
foundations of peace must rest on more enduring principles
than the fear of physical punishment, hence seek the elimi-
nation of force and the threat of force today.

4
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Still others view detente as just a tactical ploy by

the Russians: to gain time and access to Western technology.

Even some Russians are convinced of this. We read just this

Prm———

month of nuclear physicist Aﬁdrei Sakharov ‘warninQ that
fundameﬁtél Soviet attitudes may not change. And, there are
disturbiné reports that Chairman Breshnev has told his com-
rades that detente is a tactic to be employed for a decade
or so; at which time the Soviets will be strong enough to
abandon a policy of conciliation:

Speaking from the viewpoint of military professionals
who will have to be responsible for national security if
detente fails, it seems to me that:

° Detente is a fragile thing which we all hope will

continue to grow.’

° If the existence of military force imperils detente,
an imbalance of force would be particularly dangerous.
In order to have detente, each side must perceive a
sense of security. In the present atmosphere, security

will continue to consist of a series of recognized

(although muted) threats that both sides feel willing
and able to counter. It would be mere wishful think-
ing to conclude that threats no longer exist because
saber; are not rattled; but merely carried at the
ready.'

° Although I share the concern of manv that the
Soviets may be using detente only as a short term

5
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tactic, we must give detente a chance. The task of

military professionals must be to advise the President,

the Congress, and the general public of the risks

inhérent iﬁ eéch”agréément which is proposed. We must
also be alert to the fact that security is not neces-
sarily synonymOUS‘witthore weaponry. I would hope
that iﬁ time we may also convince our Soviet colleagues
that thié is true.
° Detente will only be preserved if all parties come
to trust the word and intent of the others through a
series of gradual mutual adjustments in armaments;
For the near term this mav mean retaining what is
obviously enough power to devastate each side several
times over; because one or both sides may feel more
secure with a large margiﬁ of retaliatory capability.
We must understand that whereas the United States has
a tradition of geographic security, the Russian perception
of security is profoundly influenced by a long history of

being invaded from both the East and the West. The Soviets

will perceive a requirement for a large military force for

the foreseeable future in order to: -

° Deter China

° Police the East European satellites

° Insure domestic security in a nation composed of
maﬁy different nationalities

° Further the cause of their Marxist-Leninist ideology

6

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2




Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2

We must also realize that there is not the same
tradition of dislike for a large standing army as in our
country. Nor is there any possibility of meaningful public
dissent which would inhibit Soviet leadership from retaining
a sizeable military establishment.

Thus, I foresee United States military power as being
necessary in the next decade or two to provide strategic

balance in three areas.

1r§§ we must, bv a careful combination of treaties,

protocols, and strateglc nuclear forces, maintain a rough
balance among all the nuclear powers; Contrary to the
hopes of many; this is uot likely to lead to general and
complete disarmament; rather it will be a continuing effort,
hopefully-multilateral; to eﬁercise control over a fluc-
tuating level of strateéic armamentsr This effort will be
complicated by the continuing development of new weapons
technology; possibly addition of new members to the nuclear
club; and continuing shifts in relative economic power and
political alignment among all nation states.

Rather than accepting agreement limiting one or two
types of armament as a rationale for drastic cutbacks in
all types of military forces, we must continue to proceed
carefully toward arms limitations covering all types of
weapons. Simultaneouslv, we must maintain the forces we do
have at a high state of combat readiness and pursue a steady
program of research and development, and modernization of

weapons systems to counter potential threats.
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Our goal should be to achieve as many freezes as we
can neéotiate'on eﬁpensive:hew sYstems such as ABM. I
stronély bBelieve that it is iImpossible to prevent new
teChnolQQical disco?eries by legislation, but we'cén control
the application of new teChholon to weapons systems by
mutual agreémént amoné ﬁations. This makes it imperative
that we have a well manaQed‘ongding Research and Development
program and demonstrate a willingness to proceed with new
weapons programs until we'caﬁ reach specific agreements with
other nations; We must learn from the mistakes of the
1930's and resolve not only to seek agreement on as many
political and military issues as we'can; but also to com-
pete effectively in those areas where there is yet no arms
limitation agreement. This is in essence the "bargaining-
chip" strategy which we are currently trying to implement.

I see no immediate alternative to the strategy of

mutual assured destruction which is the present basis for

strategic deterrence. I should 1like to.emphasize that
mutual assured destruction need not necessarily be a
strategy aimed at civilian populations.

In order to supplant mutual assured destruction, a
successor strategy must contain built in positive incentives
to dissuade any party from attackiné the territory of the

others. One solution to our current dilemma might be to so

_—
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thgroughly intermingle the economic interests of each
nation’stéte.Within the'tefritory:of theiother§ that there
would be a mutual self intereét'in.hot destroying the others'
property: Thié réiéeé qﬁéétions bf relations between multi-
national economic institﬁtions and national sovereignity.
Such a plan wduld also reguire'juxtaposition of strategic
weapons systems and economic coﬁpleﬁes, at least in the
initial stages; in order tb preclude either side from opting
for a counter~f0rce’stréte§y. Perhaps someday a melding of

economic interests will provide a strong incentive for

nation states to desist from threatening one another. However,

I am not optimistic that it will occur in the next decade.

Therefore, our first concern must be to maintain nuclear

parity.
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The 'second use for United States military forces must

“be to contribute to the strategic balance in Western Europe. This

does not necessarily mean that the present force levels and the

nature of weapons deployed must remain fixed in their cur-
rent status.

Since the early 1960”3; theiUnited States has sub-
scribed to a strategv of flexible response to possible Soviet
incursions against NATO European terrltory; We have
advocated that sufficient conventional forces be deployed by
all the NATO allies to provide for a breathing spell between
the first incursion by Warsaw Pact forces and the time when
it might become necessary to escalate to nuclear war; Our
allies have reluctantly agreed to this strategy and have
contributed substantially to conventional forces in Europe.
We in turn have attempted to provide a capability for our
militarv to fight a sustained campaign in Central Europe
by building a force with a heavy emphasis on logistic
support.

There are several reasons why this strategy needs to
be carefully reevaluated:

° The Soviets have not designed a force for prolonged

struggle. Rather; they have emphasized the capability

for a short massive blow which could not be sustained
very long because their logistics train is inadequate

for the task.

10
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0 Our allies have designed forces with a potential

for perhaps more sustained combat than the Warsaw Pact
but certainly not for a prolonged conventional war.

o If we attempt to afford the dollars to support a:
sustained conventional war fighting capability in

Central Europe there will be little else in our inventory
of military capability.

0 The Soviets are unlikely to attempt such a war

because of the danger of escalation; because of the threat
of China and because of their trouble retaining tight
controls on their current East European satellites. They
are more interested in exercising a larger measure of

political influence over. Western Europe than in congquering

it and having to control it like the eastern satellites.

For these reasons we may find it advantageous to:
° Bargain together with our Allies for Mutual Balanced

Force Reduction (MBFR); perhaps difficult to achieve -
because of Soviet reguirements for internal security.

° Restructure our forces in Europe with greater emphasis
on defensive weapons, smaller more mobile units, and
redeployment within Europe based on the realities of the
terrain rather than artificial constraints such as
national boundaries and historical accident resulting
from World War II.

°® Reduce the logistic tail necessary for a long con-
ventional war and increase the ratio of combat troops

vis—-a~vis support troops in Europe. We should also
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consider frequent unit rotation hetween Europe and

the United States as a substitute for the lengthy

individual tours with the large number of dependents

whiéh’chéractérize:preSent'deployments;

° Plan on rapid small unit replacement and reinforcemeht

from thé Uﬁited States in the event of hostilities or

increased tension; rather than individual replacement

as is presently contemplated.

The mission of United States forces committed to Europe
will most likely evolve from one of fiéhting a sustained
conflict to that of supporting Western Europe against poli-
tical pressure from the Soviets and maintaining a capability
to fight a short; perhaps unexpected defensive war against
powerful_but short-legged offensive forces.

A third use of United States military force will be to
deter major power dominance in the Third World. Only the
United States can perform this function. Thus there is some
rationalization of effort here with our European allies carry-
ing a larger share of the central front load, and we tending to
the free world's interests around the globe. Note that I did

_
not say that we should police the Third World. United States
interests will best be served for the foreseeable future if

Third World nations are permitted the freedom to work

out their own destinies. Unfortunately, they may not be
left alone simply because the United States may choose to
withdraw forces. The Soviet Union's naval building program,

12
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coupled with its radical change in deployment patterns over

the past decade, the many statements by their CNO Admiral

Gorshkov, and their interest in obtaining basing and logistics

support facilities in strategic locations, all point to new

Soviet awareness of the persuasive power of military presence.
Even though the United States will be less likely to

use overt force in Third World areas, the capability for a

counter presence will be necessary. Without a reasonable

countervailing capability on our part, we can expect Third

World nations to succumb to military pressures. For

example, one might reasonably speculate as to whether or

not Egyptian President Sadat would have been able to ask

the Soviets to remove their "advisors" and combat forces

from Egyptian territory if the United States 6th Fleet

had not been present in the Mediterranean Sea. - Even though

the United States is not a formal ally of Egypt our visible

military force on the scene might well have been the latent

potential support which permitted him to take the action he

did. No matter what some people say, our interests overéeas are

growing not declining. We are incread€ingly dependent

on imports. That in turn means that we must export more.

In addition, despite what some of our eastern press

would have us believe, I am confident that the people

of this country will not turn their backs on the

contribution that our example and support can give to those

struggling for what we accept as our heritage.
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I foresee an evolution in the nature of United States

presence overeeas: Thie doeS'not‘imply complete withdrawal
of United States forces from areas where they have maintained
a presence since Werld War II. Over a prolonged period it
may mean replaciné preSenee in force with token presence
backed by the capability to rapldlv deploy reinforcements

from the United States if c1rcumstances requlre it. Nor does

it 1mply that overt use of United States forces must be the

rule; PreSence may be sufficient to the task if our 1nterests

are manifestly a EEarent to all concerned and our‘ﬁiii to
persevere is creatble. Hopefully such a strategy will in-
duce abstension on the part of the major powers and dis-
courage adventurism on the part of Third World nations
themselves; either of which could be dangerously escalatory.
To review, then; I foresee three uses for United States
military forces in the next two decades; Eiiéﬁ strategic
nuclear forces must balance'potential enemies in order to

deter nuclear war. Second conventional general purpose
forces must be sufficient to provide that type and size of
contribution to NATO defenses which will buttress our allies

from acceding to pressures from the Soviet Unlonjlncludlng

any efforts to use their new naval power as a wedge against

nations on the NATO flanks., or for that matter against tﬁe

Japanese 1n the Pac1f1c

s e e ——— - e e
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Third, we need sufficignt.general purpose fqrces.tq deter
major power dominance in the Third World and protect United
States interests abroad. We need not match potential
opponents measure fér'measure'but we must demonstrate a
continual willingness to maintain a sufficiently broad

spectrum of capabilities so as to make overt use of force

seem very risky to an adversary. Once force is actually

employed in the future it will lose much of its persuasive
power. "Furthermore; despite the trendf\I mentioned earlier
_there>is always a danger that forces in war will be less
susceptable to political control. This makes it even more
important that our military organization and our diplomatic
pronouncements are . credible so that we need resort to
combat only rarely. Latent force will be the most useful
weapon in the decade ahead.

This brings me to the third topic I should like to
touch upon this evening. That is some of the problems which
the United States military must deal with in the next few
years. As I indicated earlier the principal task of United
States military forces should be deterrence. This demands
that the military profession relook at how we shape and
employ our military in light of the changing perils of force
and aspirations of many people to avoid its use. We must

be more concerned with perceptions of the opponent than we

have in the past, while at the same time being gareful not

15
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to negleét'the force requirements which would be necessary
shOuld.hostilities:actualldeccﬁr.f'In the past few years,
we have used a sét 6f possible war scenarios as justifi-
cation for structuriné ouraforcé§: ‘We have tended to pick

the worst case as criteria for force and individual weapons

design and assumed that preparing for a worst case automati-
cally éave us the capability to handle less demanding wars
elsewhere in the’world: Vietnam taught us the danger of
this approach. The Navy is consciously endeavoring to
achieve a more balanced force consisting of a—fgﬁjﬁery capa-
ble and relatively ekpensive units together with a somewhat
larger number of units which are less costly yet still
capable of performing a spectrum of tasks; particularly in
areas where the threat is not as large as it is in the worst
case'scenario: Absence of a clearly defined threat scenario
such as we have had for the Cold.War period will make it
much more difficult to predict future force level require-
ments;

Assuming that we can learn to cope with this more
difficult task of identifying and explaining requirements
for latent military force we face an increasingly difficult
task in convincing the Congress and the public of our long
term requirements. The general public would like to forget
Vietnam and the military and concentrate on domestic problems.
Unfortunately; it requires 7 to 10 years to produce sophisti-
cated weapons, so the military must procure in time of peace

what it may need in war.
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In addition to problems involving hardware modernization

which”tena to receive'thé gieatest publicity; all the services
face unprecedented personnel pféblems. Vietnam brought us
the opportunities of é stable well paid all volunteer force,
but the disadvantages of haviﬁg.td compete in the market-
place for talented people.

I think it is safe to say that there will have to be a
series of adjustments, some dramatlc, over the next several
years to tailor the compensatlon programs; terms of enlist-

ment, and recrultlng programs to meet the special needs of

each service. For example; the Army has had diffi-
culty meeting its recrultlng goals for the past six months.
On the other hand the Air Force more than met its goal in
July and the Navy was very close to its goal. Each service
may evolve radically different programs to correct such
imbalances.

We in the military will be challenged to retain our
most talented men and women. Perhaps one answer might be to
offer young people the opportunity to contract before they
commence military service for a decade of military service

in exchange for graduate level éducation. This medium term of

service would provide educational advantage to ouxr youth and
provide the services with hlghlv tralned individuals without
commlttlng either party to a long term contract. The service

would not be burdened with an excess of people who must be
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retained until statutory retirement. . The individual would

be assured of a marketable skill to provide him with job

security when his service contract expired. A similar program

could be instituted to obtain the technical skills needed in the
enliétéd raﬁké.

Theré'are many otherﬁﬁéﬁ?Bﬁéf—ﬁanagement guestions
which will reéuire some in dépth,study accompanied by much
trial and error eiperiméntation: 'Many of our current
operating procedures and e@uipment desiQns need reevaluation
in view of the fact that men are how much less a free good

than they were only three years ago. The military can

learn a great deal from civilian industry and the academic

world; I am sure; In order to facilitate transfer of ideas
we might want to develop programs to accept civilians into
the military at their mid-career points for limited periods
of service or even for the remainder of their productive

years. I do not rule out the possibility of accepting

individuals into the services at the flag and general officer
level if they have specific skills that are required;
Naturally, there will be some problems with job security
and retirement benefits, but tﬂese guestions are of concern
to the nation at large. We are all going to have to come to
grips with the problem of pfoviding vested retirement credits

to a mobile work force.
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I would llke to prov1de ample opportunlty for questlons
so T will close my formal remarks bv Gulcklv rev1ew1ng three
major pOlntS which T hope vou will consider carefully:
giggg - mllltarv force must be and will be subjected to
much more comprehensive'political control in the'future.
This cohtrel to be effeCtive'will demand a more'enliéhtened,

continuous, less emotional public interest in the problems

of military security than we have experienced in this century.

 Second - the level of military forces will not revert to
what we knew in the 1930's because geography is no longer
our defensive shieldl We will be required to maintain forces
which complement those of other nations and supplement a

system of arms agreements which may grow more and more

comprehensive. Many forces will be designed and deployed

primarily to deter war rather than primarily to engage in
actual sustained combat. Latent force will be a much more
powerful influence than overt force.

" Third - social change, coupled with the requirement for

substantial active dutv military forces and a ready reserve
will place unprecedent demands for talented military personnel
at a time when military service is less popular than ever.

We who now hold the top management positions in the uniformed

services are continually exploring new ways to attract and
keep good people working with us.
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CHICAGO

Tonight I would like to share some thoughts with you

concerning the future use of organized forpe; both in the
world as a whole'and as it relates to our own country.
Three topics which seem peftinent tO‘mé include: - Firét;
the Qeneral historical trend in the use of organized force

and where we stand today relative to the long term trends.

'this portends for the employment’of‘Unfted States military
power for the decade or two ahead. And, fhira, the status
of the United States militarv today éﬁd some of the problems
it must overcome if it is to serve the national purpose
successfully in the immediate future;

Turning to an assessment of the evolution of force and
where we stand today, I would agree with Mr. Robert Osgood's
perspective. He characterized the development of military
technology from the pre-nation state era through the.pre—
Napoleonic era as being a relatively limited force which
was gradually harnessed and made somewhat useful to the
embryonic nation states of that day. From the Napoleonic
Wars until the end of World War I, he traced the tremendous
expansion of military power coincident with the industrial
revolution in Europe and the United States; an expansion
so great and so swift that political institutions of the

- R
period were unable to exercise adeguate controls.
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There were attempts by governments to reduce the causes

1

of \war before World War I, the Hague Conventions

/ .
of 1899 and 1907 being prominent examples.

Between World Wars I and II we had even more efforts

to control military force. The Kellogg-Briand Pact re-

nounced war as an instrument of statecraft. The widely

heralded Washinéton and London Naval Disarmament Treaties
Kreduced naval streﬁch among all signatories and
maintained a freeze on battleship tonnage for 15 years.
These efforts failed to prevent Worid War II. Which
brings us to the epoch cormencing in 1945 in which we live;
a period characterized by Robert Osgood as the regulatory
phase in the evolution of force; The advent of nuclear -
weapons resulted simultaneously in a tremendous. increase in
available destructive power and ever increasing efforts by
~political institutions to achie&e kontrolvover the new force.
World War II seems in retrosﬁect to have been a con-
flict relatively free of excessive political control. The
trend since has been to ever greater political restrictions
on the use of force. To name but a few outstahding examples
one can cite: (1) the Truman-MacArthur showdown over Korea,
(2) the establishment of centralized control in the Depart-
ment of.Defense, (3) thejiéssenédareliance on the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in the decision making process, (4) the
designation of individual bombing targets in North Vietnam

2
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from the White House on a day to day basis, (5) and, the
elaborate fail safe devices and procedures devised to
control release of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Union also has demonstrated continuing

concern with centralized political command and control:

(1) the manhef iﬁ whichﬁthey'manipulated'their\forces'in
the Cuban missile crisis, (2) the system by which political
officers are'assigned to parallel regular military command
down to the unit level; (3) the way in which they maintained
simultaneous tactical control over all their;%aval units
deploved around the world duriné Exercise OKEAN, (4) Soviet
‘willingness to limit naval incidents at sea and sign the
SALT agreements, all are symptomatie of a trend which is
accelerating, at least in the developed countries and
especially in the superpowers:

I do not.contenﬁ that thie trend is anything but healthy
because it may well help to prevent accidental disaster
in the future. To be sure we have a long way to go in
improving our command and control organization and equip-
ment. The eystem has not always worked as intended in the
past. One might cite the Lavelle ihcident, the Arnheiter f
affair, or My Lai as evidenge that‘it hasn't worked well.
But I would contend that these are exceptions rather than
the rule. Furthermofe, zthe mere fact.that they came to
light at all is evidence of tremendous change in the scope

of control which is now exercised by the United States body

3
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politic over its military organizations. Such'incidents |
would most likeiv nct have come to light at all 30 years
ago, flISt because military commanders had much greater
freedom of'action in the'fleld, and second because sub-

ordinates woula not so readily have taken the initiative to
expose what they observed to the nation at large.

In short, civil government at least in the developed
nations is beginning to react to the tremendous growth in
military power which has characterized the past century and
a half and is taking steps to place effective controls on
organized force by both unilateral and multilateral means.

Which brings me to the second point which T should
like to discuss with you, that is; the present world order™
and what demands this may‘generate for United States
military force; General recognition by the superpowers that
there is rough nuclear parity; and that this condition is |
likely to continue for some time in the future, conpled
with‘competing domestic regquirements, have led to the current

atmosphere of detente.

Some observers look into the future and wishfully see

no end to detente, hence no need for forces. Some look:

ahead and see the ekistence of forces as a temptation that
will undo detente. Others look ahead and theorize that the
foundations of peace must rest on more enduriné principles
than the fear of physical punishment, hence seek the elimi-

nation of force and the threat of force today.

4
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Still others view detente as:just a tactical ploy by
the'Russiansmto'gain tiﬁé'énd'acceSS to Western techﬁslggy;
Even some Russians are cohvinssd‘of this. We read just this
month of nuclear physicist Anérei Sakharov \warniné that
fundameﬁtsl Soviet attitudes may sot change; And, there are'
disturbiﬁé,reports that Chairmaﬁ Breshnev has told his com-
rades that'detente is a tactic fo be employed for a decade
or so; at which time the Soviets will be strong enough to
abandon a policy of coﬁciliation:

Speakin§ from the viewpoint of military professionals
who will have to be responsible for national security if
detente fails, it seems to me that:

° Detente is a fraéile thing which we all hope will

continue to grow. |

Il

oo .
° If the existence of military force imperils detente,

an imbalance\of force would be particularly dangerous.
In order to have detehte, each side must perceive a
sense of Security; In the present atmosphere; security
will continue to consist of a series of recognized
(although muted)%threats that both sides feel willing
and able to counter. It would be mere wishful think-
ing to conclude that threats no longer exist because
sabers are not raftled, but merely carried at the
readv.

° Althdu§h I share the concern of many that the
Soviets may be using detente only as a short term

5
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tactic, we must give detente a chance.’ Thé'task of
‘miliﬁary proféSsionélsﬂmust bé‘td advise the President,
the'ConQress; and the_general pﬁblic of the risks -
inhérent iﬁ each”aéréeﬁent which is préposed. We Tust
also Be alert to the fact that security is not neces-
sarily s?nonjmous with more weaponrykva I would hope
that iﬁ timé we may also cohvince our‘éoviet colleagues
that thié is true.

° Detente will only be preserved if all parties come
to trust the word and intent of the others through é
series of gradual mutual adjustméhts in armaments!
For the near term this mav mean retaininé what is
obviously enouéh power to devastate each side several

-times over; because one or both sides may feel more
secure with a large margin of retaliatorvy capability.
We must understand that whereas the United States has

a tradition of geographic security, the Russian perception
of security is profoundly influenced by a loné history of

being invaded from both the East and the West. The Soviets

will perceive a requirement for a large military force for {

{
. i
the foreseeable future in order to: §

° Deter China
° police the East European satellites
| - ‘ ‘ o .
° Insure '‘domestic security in a nation composed of

manv different nationalities

° purther the cause of their Marxist-Leninist ideology

6 |
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We must also realize that therétis not the same
tradition of dislike for a large standing army as in our
country. Nor is there any possibility of meaningful public
dissent which would inhiblt Soviet leadership from retaining
a sizeable military establishment. |

Thus, I foresec United States military power as being
necessary in the next decade or two to provide strategic

balance in three areas.

Flrgt, we must, bv.a careful combination of treatles,
protocols, and strateglc nuclear forces; maintain a rough
balance among all the nuclear powers; Contrarvy to the
hopes of mann; this is not likely to lead to_general and
complete disarmament; rather it'will be a continuing effort,
hopefully'multilateral; to eﬁercise control over a»fluc—
tuating level of Strateéic armaments; This effort will be

~complicated by the continuing development of new weapons
technology; possibly addition of new members to the nuclear
club; and continuing shifts in relative economic power and

political alignment among all nation states.

Rather than accepting agreement limiting one or two

types of armament as a rationale for drastic cutbacks in

all types of military forces, we must continue to proceed
carefully toward arms llnltatlons coverlng all types of
weapons. 'Simultaneously, we must maintain the forces we do
have at a high state of combat readiness and pursue a steady

program of research and development,; and modernization of

weapons svstems to counter potential threats.
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Our goal should be to achieve: as many freezes as we
can neéotiateﬂon egpensiveﬁhew systems such as ABM. I
stronglv Believe that it is impossible to preVentﬂnew
teChnongical discoveries by leglslatlon, but we can control
the appllcatlon ef new tedhhologv'to weapons systems by
mutual agreement amonq natlons. This makes it imperative
that we have a well'managed OngOLng Researeh and Development
‘program ;and demonstrate a w11llngness to proceed with new
weapons programs until we can reach spec1f1c agreements with
other nations. We must learn from the mlstakes of the
1930's and resolve not only to seek agreement on as many
political and military issues as we’can; but also to com-
pete effectively in those areas where there is yet no armsi
limitation agreement. This is in essence the "bargaining-
chip" strategy which we are currently trying to implement.

I see no immediate alternative to the strategy of
mutual assured destruction which is the present basis for

strategic deterrence. I should iike to emphasize that

mutual assured destruction need not necessarily be a
strategy aimed at civilian populations.

In order to supplant mutual assured destruction,‘a
successor strategy must contain built in positive incentives
to dissuade any party from eEtackiné the territory of the

others. One solution to our current dilemma might be to so
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thorouéhly intermingle the economic interests of each
nation state within theﬁﬁefritoronf theiothérérthat there
would be a mutual self intereét’in not destroying. the others‘
property: .Thié réiées qﬁeétions 6f relations between multi-

national economic institutions and national sovereignity.

Such a plan would'alSO'require juxtaposition of strategic

weapons'systems and édonbmic complekes, at least in the
initial stages; in order tb précludeleither side from opting
for a counter—force’strétegy. Perhaps someday a:melding of
economic interests will provide a strong incentive for

nation states to desist from threatening one another. However,
I am not optimistic that it will occur in the next decade.
Therefore, our first concern must be to maintain nuclear

parity.
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The 'second use for United States militarv forces must
be to contribute to the strategic balance in Western Eurone.éThis;
- o

i

does not necessarily mean that the present force levels and the

nature of weapons deployed must remain fixed in their cur-
rent status. ‘

Since the early 196035; the'UnitedAsﬁates'has sub=-
scribed to a strateéy of flexible response to possible Soviet

incursions against NATO European territory. We have

advocated that sufficient conventional forces be deployed by

all the NATO allies to provide for a breathing spell between
the first incursion by Warsaw Pact forces and the time when
;t migﬁt become necessary to escalate Eto nuclear war: Our
allies have reluctantlv agreed to this strategy and have
contributed substantially to conventional forces in Europe.

We in turn have attempted to provide a capability for our

militarv to fight a sustained campaign in Central Europe

by building a force with a heavy emphasis on ldgistic
support. |
There are several reasons why this strategy needs to
be carefully reevaluated: |
° The Soviets have not designed a force for prolonged
struggle. Rather; they have emphasizéd the capability
for a short massive blow which.could not be sustained
very long because their logistics train is inadeguate

for the task.

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2




Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2

o Our allies have designed forces with a poténtial

for perhaps ﬁore sustained combat than the Warsaw Pact
but certainly not for a prolonged conventional war.

o If we attempt to afford the dollars to support a.
sustained conventional war fighting capability'in

Central Europe there will be little else in our inventory
of military capability.

o The Soviets are unlikely td attempt such a war

because of the danger of escalation; because of the threét
of China and because of their trouble retaining‘tight
controls on their current East European satellites. They
are more intereéted in exercising a larger measure of -

political influence over Western Europe than in conguering

it and having to control it like the eastern satellites..

For these reasons we may find it advantageous to: ,
° Bargain together with our Allies for Mutual Balanced

Force Reduction (MBFR); perhaps difficultJto'aéhieve'
because of Soviet reguirements for internal security.

° Restructure our forces in Europe with greater émphaéis
on defensive weapons, smaller more mobile units; and
redeployment within Europe based on the reélities of thé
terrain rather than artificial. constraints suéh as
national boundaries and historical accident resulting
from World War II.

° Reduce the logistic tail necessary for a long con-
ventional war and increase the ratio of combat troops
vis-a-vis support troops in Europe.  We should also
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consider frequent unit rotation between Europe and

the United States.as'aAsubstitute'for Ehe:iehgthy'
individual tours with the large number of dependents |

whiéh characterize preSent:deploymentg: ’

° Plan on rapid smail‘unit replacement and reinforcemeht

from thé Uﬁited States in the event of hostilities or |

increased'ténsidn; rather than individual replacement

as is“presently contemplated.

The mission of United States forces committed to Europe
will most likely evolve'fiom one of fighting a sustained
conflict to that of supporting Western Europe against poli-
tical pressure from the Soviets and ﬁéintaining a capability
”to fight a short; perhaps unexpected defensive war against'

- powerful but short-legged offensive forces.

A thifd use of United States military force will be to
deter major power dominance in the Third World. Only the
. United States can perform this function. Thus there is some
rationalization of effort here with our European allies.cérry~
ing a larger share of the central front loaa; and we tending to

the free world's interests around the globe. Note that I did

“ _ .
not say that we should police the Third World. United States

interests will best be served for the foreseeable future if“
Third World nations are pergitted the freedom to work

out their own deétinies. Unfortunately, they may not be
left alone simply because the United_States may éhoose to

withdraw forces. The Soviet Unioh's naval building program,

12

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2




Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2
coupled with lts radical change in deployment patterns Qverxr

the past decade, the many statements by their CNO Admiral

Gorshkov,'and their interest in obtaining basing and logistics

support facilities in strategic locations, all point to new

Soviet awareness of the persuasive power of military presence.

Even though the United States will be less likely to
use overt force in Third World areas, the capability for a
counter presence will be necessary. Without a reasonable
countervailing capability on our part, we can expect Third
World nations to succumb to military pressures. For
example, one might reasonably speculate ae to whether or
not Egyptian President Sadat would have been able to ask
the Soviets to remove their "advisors" and combat forces
from Egyptian territory if the United States 6th Fleet
‘had not been present in the Mediterranean Sea. Even though
the United States is not a formal ally of.Egypt our'visible
military force on the scene might well have been the latent
potential support which permltted him to take the action he

e -

did. No matter what some people say, our interests overseas are.

growing not declining. We are increasingly dependent

on imports. That in turn means that we must export more.
In addition, despite what some of our eastern press

would have us believe, I am-confident that the people

of this country will not turn their backs on the
contribution that our example and support can give to those

struggling for what we accept as our heritage.

13
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I foresee an evolution in the nature of'Unlted States

presence overseas; This does not lleV complete withdrawal
of United States forces from areas where they have maintained
a presence since Werld War IT. Over a prolonged period it
may mean replaqiné preSeﬁee in force wiﬂntoken%presence.
backed bv the capabilitv te rapidly deploy reinforcements
from the United States if cireumstances reQuire it. Nor does
it imply that overt use of United States forces must be the

rule. Presence may be sufficient to the task if our 1nterests

are manlfestlv agoarent to all concerned and our Eili to
persevere is creaible. Hopefully such a strategv will in-

Ki duce abstension on the part of the mejor powers and dis-
ﬂcourage adventurism on the part of Third World nations .
themselves; eithef of which could be dangerously.escalatery.

- To review, then; I foresee three uses for United States

military forces in the next two decades. Fl£e£ strategic
nuclear forces must balance potential enemies in order to
deter nuclear war. -éécéné; conventional general purpose
forces must be sufficient to provide that tvpe and size of
contribution to NATO defenses which will buttress our allies
from acceding to pressures from the Soviet Unlonjlncludlng
vanv efforts to use their new naval power as a wedge against

nations on the NATO flanks,.or for that matter aainst tﬁe

Japanese in the Pacific

14
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Third, we need sufficient general purpose forces to deter
major power dominance in the Third World and protect United
States interests abroad. We need not match potential
opponents measure for measure but we must demonstrate a
continual willingness to maintain a sufficiently broad
spectrum of capabilities so as to make overt use of force

\

seem very'risky to an agversary;- Once force is actually \
employed in the future it will lose much of its peréuasive-
power. Furthermore, despite the trendn/I mentioned”eérlier
there is alWays a dangexr that forces iﬁ war will be less |
susceptable to political control. This makes it even more
important that our military organization and our diplomatic
pronouncements are.credible so that we need resort. to B
combat only rarely. Latent force will be the most useful
weapon in the decade ahead.

This brings me to the third topic I should like to
touch upon this evening. That is some of the problems which
the United States military must deal with in the next few
vears. As I indicated earlier the principal task of ﬁnited
States military forces should be deterrence. This demands
that the military profession relook at how we shape and
‘employ our military in light of the changing perils of forée
and aspirations of many pégple to)avoid its use. We must
be more concerned with perceptions of the oppoﬁent than we.
have in the pést, while at the same time being careful not

\
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to neglect the force reguirements which would be necessary

should hostilities actually occur.  'In the past few years,
we have used a set 6f possible war scenarios as justifi-

" cation for structuriné our,forcé§; ‘We have tended to pick
the worst case as criteria'fbrxforce and individual weapons
design and assumed that preparing for a worst case automati-
cally éave us the capability tobhandle’léés demanding wars
elsewhere in the WOrld: “Vietnam taught us the danéet of
this approach. The Navy is consciously endeavoring to
achieve a more balanced force coﬁsisting of a few Vvery capa-
ble and relatively ekpensive uhits together with a somewhat
‘larger number of units which are less costly yet still
capable of performing a spectrum of tasks; particularly in _
ateas where the threat is not as large as it is in the worst
case-scenario: Absence of a clearly defined threat scenario
such as we have'hadvfor the Cold War period will make it
much more difficult to predict future force level require—‘
ments:

Assuming that we can learn to cope with this more
difficult task of identifving and explaining requirements
for latent military force we face an increasingly difficult
task in convincing the Congress and the public of our long
term requirements. The general public would like to forget
Vietnam and the military and concentrate on domestic problems.
Unfortunately; it requires 7 to 10 years to produce sophisti-
- cated weapons, so the militarv must procure in time of peace

what it mav need in war.
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which tend to receive the greatest publlCltV, all the services -
face unprecedented personnel problems. ‘Vietnam brought' us

the opportunities of a.stable well paid all Voluﬁteer force,
but the disadvantages of7haviﬁ§.td“compete in the market-
place for taleﬁted peOple;

- T think it is safe to sav that there will have to be a
series of adjustmente; eohe dramatic; over the nekt several
vears to tailor the compensation programs, terms of enlist-
ment, and recrultlng programs to meet the special needs of
each service. For example, the Army has had diffi-
culty meeting its recrultlng goals for the past six months. |
On the other hand the Air Force more than met its goal in
July and the Navy was very close to its goal. Each service’
may evolve radically different programs to correct such

imbalances.

We in the military will be challenged to retain our

most talented men and women. Perhaps one answer might be to
offer young people the opportunity to contract before they
commence military service for a decade of military service

in exchange for graduate level education. This medium term of

service would provide educational advantage to our youth and
provide the services with highly trained individuals without
committing either party to a long term contract. The service

would not be burdened with an excess of people who must be

17
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retained until statutory retirement. . The individual would
be assured of a marketable skill to provide him with job
security when his service contract. expired. A similar progrém

4
i

could be instituted to obtain the technicai skills needed in the/
enlisted ranks. A
‘There are many other manpower management'questions

which will reéuire some in depth study'adcompanied by much
trial aﬁd error eiperiméntatibn: ‘Many of our current
operating procedures and‘eQUipmeﬁt desiéns need reevaluation
in view of the fact that men are ﬁOW'mﬁch less a free_good
than they were only three vears ago.. - The military can

. learn aAgreat deal from civiliaﬁ industry and the academic
world; I am sure? In order to facilitate tfansfer of ideas.
we might want to develop proérams to accept civilians into
the military at their mid-career points for limited periods
of service or even for the remainder of their productive

years. I do not rule out the possibility of accepting

individuals into the services at the flag and general officer

level if they have specific skills that are required.
Naturallv, there will be some problems with job secufity
and retirement benefits, but these questions are of concern
to the nation at large. .We are all going to have to come to
grips with the problem of §}ovidin§ vested retirement credits

to a mobile work force.
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I would llke to provxde amole opportunltv for questrons

so I will close my formal remarks bv qurcklv rev1ew1ng three
majoxr pornts which I hope vou will consider carefullV‘
Flrst - mllltarv force must be and will be subjected to

much more comprehensrve polltlcal control in the future.

This control to be effective will demand a more enlightened,

continuous, less emotional public interest in the problems

of military security than we have experienced in this century:
- Second - the level of military forces will not revert to

what we knew in the 1930's because geography is no longer

our defensive shield; We will be required to maintain forces

which complement those of other nations and supplement a

system ef arms agreements which may grow more and more

|
comprehensive.  Many forces\will be designed and deployed

primarily to deter war rather than primarily to engage in
actual sustained combat. Latent force will be a much more% _
" powerful influence than overt force.

" Third - social change, coupled with the reguirement for

substantial active duty military forces and a ready reserve
will place unprecedent demands for talented military personnel
at a time when military service is less popular than ever.

We who now hold the top management positions in the uniformed

services are contlnually explorlng new ways to attract and
keep good people working with us.
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: CHICAGO

Tonight I would like to share some thoughts with you
concerning the future use of organized force, both in the
world as a whole and as it relates to our own country.

Three topics which seem pertinent to me include: " First,

the general historical trend in the use of organized force
and where we stand today relative to the long term trends.
-this porteﬁds for the employment of United States military -
power for the decade or two ahead. And, fﬂira, the status
of the United States military today and some of the problems
it must overcdme if it is to serve the national purpose
successfully in the immediate future;
" Turning to an assessment of the evolution of force and
where we stand tcday, I would agree with Mr. Robert Osgood's
- perspective. He characterized the development of military
technology from the pre—nétion state era through the pre-
Napoleonic era as being a’rélatively limitedAforce which
was gradually harnessed and made somewhat useful to the
embryonic nation states of that day. From the Napoleonic
Wars until the end of World War I, he traced the tremeﬁdous
expansion of military power coincident with the industrial
revolution in Europe and the United States, an eXpaﬂsion
so'great and so swift that political institutions of the

. M .
period were unable to exercise adeguate controls.
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¢ There were attempts by governments to. reduce theicauses

of ‘war before World War I, the Haéue Conventions
of 1899 and 1907 being prominent examgies.

Between World Ware’I‘and IT we had even more effo;ts
to control'mllltarv force. The Kelloég—Briand Pact re-
nounced war as an instrument of statecraft. The widely
heralded Washington and London Naval Dlsarmament Treaties
Kreduced naval strenéth among all signatories and'

maintained a freeze on battleship tonnage for 15 years.

These efforts failed to prevent Werld War II. Which
brings us to the epoch commencing in 1945 in which we live;

~ a period characterized by Robert Osgood as the regulatory .

phase in the evolutioh of force; The advent of nuclear ~
weapons resulted simultaneously in a tremendous increase in
available destructive power and ever increasing efforts by
political institutions to achie§e_kontrol over the new force.

World War II seems in retrospect to have been a con-
flict relatively free of excessive political control. The
trend since has been to ever greater political restrictions
on the use of force. To name but a few outstanding examples
one can cite: (1) the Truman-~MacArthur showdown over Korea,
(2) the establishment of centralized contrel in the Depart-
ment of Defense, (3) the’iessenedﬂreliance on the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in the decision making process, - (4) the ’!
designation of individual bombing ﬁargets in North Vietnam

2
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from the White House on a da& to day basis, LSiband, the .
elaborate fail Safe'deViceé and procédures devised to
control release of nuclear weapons. ;

The Soviet Union aiéo haé démonstratéd continuiné
concern with centralized political command and‘éontrol:

(1) the manﬁer iﬁ which_they”ﬁanipulated;thei:&forces.in

the Cuban missile crisis, (2) the system by which political
officers are assigned to parallel regular military command
down to the unit level; (3) the way in which they maintained
simultaﬁeous tactical control over all their,éaval units
deploved around the world during Eiéréise OKEAN, (4) Soviet
”'willinéness to limit naval incidents at sea and sign the
SALT agreements, all are symptomatic of a trend which is
accelerating, at least in the developed countries and
especially in the superpowers:

I do not contend that this trend is anything but healthy
because it may well help to prevent accidental disaster |
in the future. To be sure we have a long way.to go in
improving our command and control organization and equip-
ment. The system has not alwavs worked as intended in the
past. One might cite the Lavelle incident, the Arnheiterig
affair, or My Lai as evidenge that)it hasn't worked well.

But I would contend that theée are exceptions rgther than
the rule. Furthermofe, :the meré fact that they came to
light at ail is.evidence.of tremendous change in the scope
of control which is now exercised by the United States body
3
Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2




Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2
politic over its,milita:y organizations. Such incidents
would most likely not haye come to light at all 30 years
ago, first becéuée military commanders had much greater
freedom of action in thé'fiéldf aﬁd second because sub-

ordinates would not so readily have taken the initiative to’

expose what they observed to the nation at large.

In shOrt; civil Qovernment at least in the developed
nations is beginniné to react to the tremendous growth in
military power which has characterized the past century and
a half and is takiﬁg steps to place effective controls on
organized force by both unilateral and multilateral means.

Which brings me to the second point which X should
like to discuss with you, that is; the present world o;def“
and what demands this mayygenerate for United States
military force; General recognition by the superpowers that
there is rough nuclear parity; and that this condition is
likely to continue for some time in the future, coupled
with competing domestic requirements, have led to thé current
atmosphere of detente.

Some observers look into the‘future and wishfully see
no end to detente, hénce no need for forceé. Some look
ahead and see the existence of forces as a temptation that |
will undo detente. Others‘look aﬁead and theorize that the
foundations of peace must.rest on more enduriné principles
than the fear of physical punishment, hence seek thé elimi-
nation of force and the threat of force today.

4
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Still others view detente as just a tactical ploy by
the'Russiansvto'gain time and access to Western techﬁolpgy.
Even some Russians are cthinéed of this;- We read just this
month of nuclear phySiciét An&iei Sakharov \warnlng that
’fundameﬁtél Soviet attitudes may néf chénge; And, there_are’
disturbiﬁé reports that Chairman Breshnev:has told his com-
rades that detente is a tactic ﬁo be employed for a decade
or so; at which time the Soviets will be strong enouéh to
abandon a pOllCY of conc111atlon;

SDeaklng from the viewpoint of military professionals
who will have to be responsible for ﬁétional security if
Ndetente fails, it seems to me that:

° Detente is a fraéile thing which we all hope will

‘continue to grow.

° If the existence of military force imperils detente,

an imbalance\Of force would be particularly dangerous.

In order to have detente, each side must perceive a

sense of securlty. In the present atmosphere, security

will continue to cbnsist of a series of recognized

(although muted);threats that both sides feel willing

. 1

and able to counter. It would be mere wishful think-

ing to conclude that t@;eats.ng longer exist because

sabe;s are not rattled; but merely carried at the

readv.

° Althdugh I share the concern of manv that the

Soviets may be using detente only as a shdrt term

5
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: tactié,’we must-giye@detente'a‘chance; The task of
'miliﬁary professionélsimust be to advise the President,
the'anéress; and the_geﬁeral.pﬁblic,of the xisks )
inhérént iﬁ eéch”aéréeﬁent which is proposed. We must
also Be alert to the fact that security is not neces-
sarily s?non?mbus~with”more weaponry,»% I would hope
that iﬁ timé we may 5150 cohvince our éoviet col}eagﬁes
that this is true. |
° Detente will only be preserved if all parties come
to trust the word and intent of the others throuéh a
series of gradual mutual adjustments in armaments:
For the near term this mav mean retaininé what is
obviously enoﬁgh power to devastate each side several
times over; because one or both sides may feel more
secure with a large margin of retaliatory capability;
We must understand that whereas the United States has
a tradition of geographic security, the Russian perception
of security is profoundly influenced by a lon§ history of

being invaded from both the East and the West. The Soviets

will perceivé a requirement for a large military force for \
. . .

the foreseeable future in order to: |

° Deter China

-

° Police the East European satellites

, i
° Insure %domestic security in a nation composed of
manv different nationalities

° Further the cause of their Marxist-Leninist ideology

6 i
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We must also realize that thefé ig not uhe sume
tradition of dislike for a large standing army'as in our
country. Nor is there any possibility.of mganiugful public
dissent which would inhibit Soviet leadership from retaining
a sizeable military establishment.

.Thus, I foresee United States military power as being
necessary in the next decade or two to provide strategic

balance in three areas.

First, we must, by a careful combination of treaties,
protocols; and stfateéic nuclear forces;.maintain a rough
balance amoné all the nuclear powers:' Contrary to the

"hopes of manu; this is not likely to lead to general and
complete disarmament; rather it will be a continuing effort,
hopefully-multilateral; to e%ercise control over a fluc-—
tuating level of strate&ic armaments; This effort will be

~complicated by the continuing development of new weapons
technology; possibly addition of new membefs to the nuclear
club; and continuing shifts in relative economic power and
political alignment among all nation states.

Rather than accepting agreemenu limiting one or two
types of armament as a rationale for drastic cutbacks in
all types of military forces, we must continue to proceed
carefully toward arms limitéuions cévering all types of
weapons. Simultaneously, we must maintain the furces we do
have at a high state of combat readiuess and pursue a steady
prdgram of research and development, and modernization of

weapons systems to counter potential threats.
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| Our goal should be to achieve as many freezes as we
can negotiatefon eﬁpensive:hew sjstems such as ABM. T
stronglv belleve that it istimpoSsible'tO‘preVent>neW

'technologlcal dlscoverles b leglslatlon, but we can control

the aopllcatlon of new technologv to weapons systems by
mutual agreement among natlons. This makes it imperative
that we have a well managed ongoing Research and Development

l
program land demonstrate a WLlllngness to proceed with new

l
weapons programS'untll we can reach specific agreements with
other nations. We must learn from the mistakes of the
1930's and resolve not only to seek agreement on as many

political and military issues as we can, but also to com-

pete effectively in those areas where there is yet no arms -

limitation agreement. This is in essence the "bargaining-

chip" strategy which we are currently trying to 1mplement.
I see no immediate altermative to the strategy of

mutual assured destruction which is the present ba51s for

strategic deterrence. I should like to empha51ze that

mutual assured destruction need not necessarily be a
strategy aimed at civilian populations.

In-order.to supplant mutual assured destruction, a
successor strategy must contain built in positive incentives
to dissuade any party from attacking the territory of the

others. One solution to our current dilemma might be to so
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Lo thorothly intermingle the economic interests of each
nation state within théﬁterritory-of'the'othéré that there
would be a mutual self infereét‘in ﬁot destroying. the others'
L property: This rﬁiées qﬁégtions 6f relatiéns bétwéen'multi~
national economiC'institﬁfions and national sovereignity.‘
Such a plaﬁ wbuld-also reéuire juxtaposition of strateéic
weapons systems ahd econonic coﬁplekes; a£ least in the
initial staées; in order'tb préclude either side from opting
for a counter-force stréteéy. Perhaps someday a melding of
economic interests will provide a strong incentive for
nation states to desist from threaténihg one another. However,
“I am not optimistic that it will occur in the next decade. g

Therefore, our first concern must be to maintain nuclear

parity.
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The second use for United States military forces must

‘ _ ~ L
be to contrlbute to the strategic balance in Western Eurone.zThisf

does not necessarily mean that the present force levels and the

nature of weapons deployed must remain fixed in their cur-
rent status. |

Since the early 196Q's, the United States has sub-
scribed.to a‘strateéy df flexible response to possible Soviet
incursions against NATO Eurdpéan territoryl We have
advocated that sufficient conventional forces be deployed by
all the NATO allies to provide for a breathing spéll between
the first incursion by Warsaw Pact forces and the time when
it might become necessary to escalate Eto nuclear war; Our
allies have reluctantlv agreed to this strategy and have
contributed substantially to conventional forces in Europe.
We in turn have atteﬁpted to provide a capabilitv for our
militarv to fight a sustained campaign in Central Europe
by building a force with a heavy emphasis on logistic
support. |

There are several reasons why this strategy needs to
be carefully reevaluated:

° The Soviets have not designed a force for prolonged.

struggle. Rather, they have emphasized the capability
for a short massive blow which.could not be sustained
very long because their logistics train is inadequate

for the task.
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o Our allies have designed forces with a potential.

for perhaps more sustained combat than the Warsaw Pact
but certainly not for-a prolonged conventional war.

o If we attempt to afford the dollars to support a.
sustained conventional war fighting capability in

Central Europe there will be.little el;e in our inventory
of military capability.

o The Soviets are unlikely té attempt such a war

because of the danger of escalation; because of the threat
of China and because of their trouble retaining tight.
coﬁtrols on their current East European satellites. They.
are more interested in exercising a larger measure of -
.political.influence over Western Europe than in congquering
i£ and having to control it like the eastern satellites.

For these reasons we may find it advantageous to:
° Bargain together with our Allies for Mutual Balanced

Force Reduction (MBFR); perhavs difficult:to'aéhieve'
because of Soviet requirements for internal security.

° Restructure our forces in Europe with greater emphasis
on defensive weapons, smaller more mobile units; and
redeployment within Europe based on the realities of the
terrain rather than artificial constraints such as
national boundaries and historical accident resulting
from World War II. |

° Reduce the logistic tail necessary fér a long con-
ventional war and increase the ratio of combat troops

vis—-a-vis support troops in Europe. We should also
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consider frequent unit rotation between Europe an

the United States as a substitute for the lengthy

!
individual tours with the large number of dependents }

Whiéh'chéractérize preSent‘deployments;

° Plan on rapid smail‘unit replacement and reinforcement

from thé United States in the event of hostilitieé'or '

increased ténsion; rather than individual replacement

as is‘presently contemplated. |

The mission of United States forces committed to Europe
will most likel? evolve from one of fighting a sustained
conflict to that of supporting Western Europe'againét poli-
tical pressure from the Soviets and maintaining a capability
to fight a short; perhaps unexpected defensive war against

powerful but short-legged offensive forces.

A thiia usé of United States military force will.bé to

deter major power dominance in the Third World. Only the
- United States can perform this function. Thus there is some
rationalization of effort here with our.European allies carry-
ing a larger share of the central front load; and we tending to
the free world's interests around the globe. Note that I did
not say that wev%hould police the Third World. United States
interests will best be served for the foreseeable future if |
Third World nations are permitted the freedom to work

out their own destinies. Unfortunately, they may nbf be

left alone simply because the United States may choose to

withdraw forces. The Soviet Union's naval building program,

12
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coupled with ltS radical change in deployment patterns over
the past decade, the many statements by thelr CNO Admiral

Gorshkov; and their interest in obtaining basing and logistics

support facilities in strategic locations, all point to new

Soviet awareness of the persuasive'pOwer of military presence.
Even though the United States will be less likely to

use overt force in Third World areas, thelcapability for a
counter presence will be necessary. Without a reasonable
countervailing capability on our part, we can expect Third
World nations to succumb to miliﬁary pressures. For
example, one might reasonably speculete as_to whether or
'not Egyptian President Sadat would have been abie to ask
the Soviets to remove their "advisors" and combat forces
from Egyptian territory if the United States 6th Fleet

had not been present in the Mediterranean Sea. ' Even though
the United States is not a formal ally of Egypt our visible
‘military force on the scene might well have been the latent
potential support which permitted him to take the action he
- did. Nb matter what. some people say, our interestS'overeeas are
growing not declining. We are increasingly dependent V
on impotts. That in turn means that we must export more.
In addition, despite what some of our eastern press'

would have us believe, I am-confident that the people

of this country will not turn their backs on the
contribution that our example and support can give to thoée

struggling for what we accept as our heritage.

i3
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I foresee an evolution in the nature of United States

presence overseas. This doeS:not’imply complete withdrawal
of United States forces from areas where they have maintained

a presence since World War II. Over a prolonged period it

. L - : - \\
may mean replacing presence in force with token ipresence

backed bv the capabllltv to rapldlv deploy reinforcements
from the United States if c1rcumstances require it. Nor does

it imply that overt use of United States forces must be ‘the

rule. Presence may be sufficient to the task if our 1nterests

are manifestly aEDarent to all concerned and our will to

persevere is credlble. Hopefully such a strétegy will in-
duce abstension on the part of the major powers and dis-
courage adventurism on the‘part of Third World nations
themselves; either of which could be dangerously escalatory.
" To review, then; I foresee three uses for United Stateé

military forces in the next two decades. Flrst strategic

- nuclear forces must balance potential enemies in order to

deter nuclear war. Second conyentional_general purpose
forces must be sufficient tovprovide that tvpe and size of
contrlbutlon to NATO defenses which will buttress our allies
from accedlng to pressures from the Soviet Unlonjlncludlng
any efforts to use their new naval power as a wedge agalnst :
natlons on the NATO flanks..or for that matter gainst . tﬁe

\
- Japanese in the Pacific

14

Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2




Approved For Release 2003/04/18 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003600130001-2
Third, we nead sufficient general purpose forces to deter
major power dominance in the Third World and protect United
States interests abroad. We need not match potential
opponents measure for measure but we must demonstrate a
continual willingness to maintain a sufficiently broad

spectrum of capabilities so as to make overt use of force

1

seem very risky to an adversary. Once force is actually

A
employed in the future it will lose much of its persuasive
power. 'Furthermore; despite the trend ?I mentionéd earlier
there is always a danger that forces'iﬂ war will be less
susceptable to political control. This makes it even more
important that our military organization and our diplomatic
pronouncements are._credible so that we need resort to -
combat only rarely. Latent force will be the most useful
weapon in the decade ahead.

-This brings me to the third topic I should like to
touch upon this evening. ' That is some of the problems which
the United States military must deal with in the next few
vears. As I indicated earlier the principal task of United
States military forces should be deterrence. This demands
that the military profession relock at how we shape ahd
employ our military in light of the changing perils of force
and aspirations of many pé;ple to‘avoid its use. We must
be more concerned with perceptions of the oppohent than we

have in the past, while at the same time being careful not

|

i
|
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to ‘'neglect the force reguirements which would be necessary

should.hostilities'actually-oCcﬁr;f'In the past few years,
we have used a sét df poésible Wafﬁsceﬁarios'as.justifi—
cation for struCturinQ ourmfor¢é§: 'We'have tended to pick
the worst case as criteria férxforce and individual weapons
design and assumed that preparing for a worst case automati-
cally éave'us the capability to handle less demaﬁding wars
elsewhere in the WOrld: “Vietnam taught us the danger of
this approach. The Navy is consciously endeavoriné to
achieve a more balanced force consisting of a fewﬁbery capa;
ble and relativelv ekpensive units together with a somewhat
largei number of units which are less costly yet still
capable of performing a spectrum of tasks; particularly in
areas where the threat is not as large as it is in the worst
case scenario: Absence of a clearly defined threat scenario
such as we have had for the Cold War period will make it
much more difficult to predict future force level require-
ments; |

Assuming that we can learn to cope with this more
difficult task of identifying and explaining regquirements
for latent military force we face an increasingly difficult
téskiin convincing the Congress and the public of our long

term reguirements. The general public would like to forget

Vietnam and the military and concentrate on domestic problems.

Unfortunately, it regquires 7 to 10 years to produce sophisti-
cated weapons, so the military must procure in time of peace

what it mav need in war.
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which'tena to receive-théggréateét publicity; all the services
face unprecedented personnel pfobl'eIns.. Vietnam brought us
the'opportunities of é stable well paid all volunteer force,
but the disadvantages othaviog.to competefin éhe”market—
place for taleﬁted people;

I think it is safe to sav that there will have to be a
series of adjustments; éome dramatic; over the nekt several
vears to tailor the comoensation programs; terms of enlist-
ment; and recrultlng programs to meet the special needs of
each service. For example, the Armv has had diffi-
culty meetlng its recrultlng goals for the past six months; o,
'On the other hand the Air Force more than met its goal in
July and the Navy was verybclose to its goal. Each service™
may evolve radically different programs to correct such
imbalances.

We in the military will be challenged to retain our
most talented men and women. Perhaps one answer‘might be to
offer young people the opportunity to contraot before they
commence military service for a decade of military servioe

in exchange for graduate level éducation. This medium term of

service would provide educational advantage to our youth and
provide the services with hlghlv tralned individuals without:
commlttlng either party to a long term contract. The service

would not be burdened with an excess of people who must be

17
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retained until statutory retirement.  The individual would
be assured of a marketable skill to provide him with job
SThEREESE = v : ath job. .
. . R . ’ E
security when his service contract. expired. A similar program

1

/

could be instituted to obtain the technical skills needed.in the/

enliétéd raﬁké. ' |
There are many otherrmanpowerrmanagement gquestions

which will reéuire some iﬁ dépth study accompanied by much

trial and error eﬁperiméntatibn: ‘Many of our current

operating procedures and eguipmeﬁt designs need reevaluation

in view of the fact that men are now much less a free Qood.

than they were only three vears ago. The military can

learn avgreat deal from civilian industry and the academic

world; I am sure: In oxder to facilitate transfer of ideas.

we might want to develop proérams to accept civilians into

the military at their mid-career points for limited periods

of service or even for the remainder of_their productive

years. I do not rule out the possibility of éccepting

individuals into the services at the flag and.general officer

level if they have specific skills that are reQuired;
Naturally, there will be some problems with job security

and retirement benefits, but these guestions are of concern

to the nation at large. We are all going to have to come to

grips with the problem of §}ovidin§ vested retirement credits

to a mobile work force.

18
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I would like to provlde ample opportunltv for questlons

so T will close my formal remarks by gu10klv revmew1ng three
major po;nts which I hope vou will consider carefulIV°
' Flrst - mllltarv force must be and will be subjected to_
much more comprehensive polltlcal control in the future.
This contrel to be effeCtive will demand a more'enlightened,v
continuous, leés emotional public interest in the problems
of military security than we have experienced in this century;
- Second - the level of military forces will not revert to
what we knew in the 1930's becauSe_geOgraphy is no longer
our defensive shield; We will be required to maintain forces

which complement those of other nations and supplement a

system of arms agreements which may grow more and more

comprehensive}. Many forcesgwill be designed and deployed

prlmarllv to deter war rather than prlmarlly to engage 1n

actual sustained combat. Latentiforce will be a-much morek
"powerful influence than overt force.

" Third - social change, coupled with the reguirement for

substantial active duty military forces and a ready reserve
will place unprecedent demands for talented military personnel
at a time when military service is less popular than ever.

We who now hold the top management positions in the uniformed

services are continually explorlng new ways to attract and
keep good people working with us.
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